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Dea Mo** Ambrose, 

I suppose 1 should not be surprised at your refusal to asnwer my question,"what 
basis you had for making the statements so widely used to sell and popularize a book 
tliat to one who knows those fact3 (referring to what precedes in my letter) is an overt 
touad and deliberate fraud* n I referred to Posner's admittedly mistitled Case Closed * 

Your refusal to answer when you took the time for arrogant pontification to others 
does speak for itself. 

1 ‘ t * 

o the degree possible 1 have been devoting myself to perfecting the record on the 
JFK assassination and its investigations to the degree now possible for me. I'm 81 and 
in impaired health* 

% book of which I told you, rather severely reduced in size in the belief tiiat 
what was not eliminated is more than enough to make the ^ase Open point, he 'been in 
the stores for some t/dme , more than a month. I have heard nothing from Posner about it* 

He cannot fault it on fact* I regret* that it was rushed, the rushing liaving made a few 
problems tliat do not influence the text at all. 

^n failing to respond you have made the record that will exist for history and, 
as other tlian a professional historian, can be taken as your own reflection of your 
regard for y«>ur reputation, for all the honors you liave won* 

That you would neither justify what you did ^/express any regret for ib was out 
of my minif until another historian and a sociologist sent me a copy of your review of 
Reeves' book in Foreign Affairs , of which you are a book review editor. I was taken by 
some of your words and with your silence when your own reputation was involved in your 
grossly uuiiiformed and uninhibited praises of Posner's who ing with our liistory, I do not 
expect any response* But 1 do ask you the basis for this langa«£gg from tliat review be- 
cause I also studied these matters: 

* y* 

"Kennedy botched the ^ay of Pig3 because of Ilia inexperience, aggressiveness and a 
flawed decision-making apparatus* In the missile crisis#, lie took the gravest possible risk 
over a relatively small issue and .then lucked tlirough* He was the central American agent 
in the plot against Diem, the point of which was to get on with ±hjs winning the war. ••• 
hid fte miss a unique opportunity to gex rid of Castro?" 

You are on the faculty "Cnnter for Historical Analysis," I am not. But x know 
more than a mere sometliing about what Posner did that you prised so highly and something 
about the matters you refer to in this review, where what you write is propaganda, not 
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liistory or historical analysis, so I ask you if you have solid support for v/hat * quite? 

Kennedy inherited the Bay oT^ra It v/as not lds except. Wliat alternatives 

did he have on -e he inherited it, practical alternatives? And how did he, personally, 

"botch” it with what tbaV'isenliower/Nixon administration, gave liim to cope with? 

• \ 

The mi a rile crisis "small is: ;uo" you do not identify was getting those USijR missiles 
out of c uba. Tliat is " sun'll "? So small it wa$. feared it couidf incinerate the world? 

"... he tool': the gravest possible risk" in eliminating tliat problem, you say. 1 ou 
do not say whether there were any alternatives oY whether, if there were, any were less 



of a "possible risk." 

You scorn to b saying that the U !.it«d States liad a right to invade c uba. Where does 
it or did it got that right? From the u nited Rations? Our L atin American treaties and 
other arrangements with time nations? Under any provision ojk international law? 

You also do not say what your "unique opportunity to get rid of Castro" is or wa3. 

In a sense perils pn that is wide booau e 1 am con^lint that you will not noW saay ■ wliat 
tliat "uniquo opportunity" was, but - do ask it of you. 

You say OJ.' Viet w am tliat Kennedy wau wliat at the least is ambiguous, "the central 
agent in' the plot against Diem" and tliat this had "the point ... to get on with winning 
the war." IS the "central agent" the one who conceives the plot? The one /'talio imple- 
ments it? Or sees to its execution? Is tliis really any more tliali hate-Kennedy propaganda? 
And how were we /going to win that war with or without the end ol Diem? %u say it vias 
for us to win that war but his record is the exact opposite, as reflected in the lISAMs 
and as General .James C»a±b told me when I interviewed ldm in 1967. And what that HSAl/and 
wliat General told me - and there is much else available on this, as you should know- 

13 the exact opposite ' of "Kennedy's coal was victory in Vietnam, tliat he had no inten- 
tion of withdrawing# " 

You arc among those who make it clear that as war is too important to leave to 
the generals, so is our liistory too precious to leave to professional ty/£torians. 

If the foregoing and your ignorant praises of Posner's fraud represent 3te±± 
"historical analysis" wo are in deep trouble and our young will be educated to even 
more ignorance# 

I suppose it is tlio prejudice and ignorance you reflect in tni3 review that can in 
a way explain your luoty endorsement of Posner's commercialization and exploitation of 
tliat great tragedy that lead 3 you to look forward to the "Kennedy revisionist school" 
in your review# Is it that you hate tho man and all ho stood for tliat drives you to 

self -defamations, to such impeachments of your own professional qualifications 
and character? To prostitute your legiibimate qualifications so shamelessly? 



I'm sorry, as I told you, that ray typing 

cannot be any better. 



Since 




arold Weisberg 



